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Abstract 
Audiotaped problem analysis interviews involving actua l referrals 
from 25 elementary school teachers were examined . A Teacher 
Resistance Code {TRC) was developed from Patterson's (1985) 
Client Noncompliance Code and used to evaluate verbal resistance 
in both "collaborative" and "prescriptive" problem analysis 
interviews . The relationship between resistance , interview 
condition, and treatment acceptability was assessed . Results 
indicated no significant differences in resistance between the 
collaborative and prescriptive conditions . Analysis of 
Intervention Rating Profile-15 (IRP-15) (Martens, Witt, Elliott, & 
Darveaux , 1985) scores between collaborative and prescriptive 
cases also revealed no significant differences . Analysis of the 
association between resistance on the Teacher Resistance Code and 
acceptability on the IRP-15 revealed that significant 
correlations were found between 2 of 5 TRC codes and teacher 
acceptability of treatment conditions. Results of the study are 
discussed in terms of future directions and practical 
implications for school psychologists . 
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Collaborative versus Prescriptive School-based 
Behavioral Consultation: An Analysis of 
Verbal Resistance 
Introduction 
As school psycho l ogists must often rely on teachers to 
implement interventions for chi ldren in school settings , 
consultation is a crucial process in the practice of school 
psychology . Teacher resistance to consul tation has often been 
recognized as a fundamental probl em for school psycho l ogists . I f 
a teacher is resistant to what a consul tant has to offer , the 
c lient (i . e . , student) may not receive the services they need . 
Identification of variables related to resistance may be 
paramount to understanding the best approach to consultation in 
an educational setting . This study investigated the effects of 
consultant verbal interaction style on teacher resis t ance . 
Behavioral Consultation 
Throughout t h e years, behavioral consultation has enjoyed 
widespread empirical support in the literature. Behavioral 
consu l tation can be defined as an indirect service model in which 
one professional (i . e., school psychol ogist) works directly with 
another professional (i . e. , teacher) as a means of producing a 
change in a client (i . e . , child) (Martens , 1993) . There are 
typically three stages associated with behavioral consultation . 
These include problem identification, probl em analysis , and 
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problem evaluation . According to Martens (1993), the goals of 
problem identification are : (a) to identify a target behavior and 
define it in overtly observable terms; (b) to obtain tentative 
estimates of how often and under what conditions the behavior 
occurs; and (c) to initiate ongoing collection of data for use in 
evaluating treatment effectiveness . The goals of problem 
analysis are : (a) to use baseline data to establish goals for 
behavior change; (b) to conduct a functional analysis of behavior 
using descriptive assessment methods; and (c) to design and 
implement a treatment plan (Martens, 1993). The primary concern 
of problem evaluation is to determine whether goals established 
during problem analysis have been met and whether the treatment 
plan has been effective enough to be continued . 
Reviews of consultation outcomes typically suggest that 
behavioral consultation is an effective practice (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
1989; Sheridan, Welch, & Orme 1996) . Sheridan et al. (1996) 
analyzed consultation research by comparing studies in the fields 
of mental health, organizational development, teaming, and 
behavioral consultation. From these comparisons, they drew 
conclusions regarding the current state of consultation . Results 
indicated that behavioral consultation yields the most favorable 
results as compared to other models (e . g . , mental health, 
organizational development, and teaming) . Furthermore, the 
methodological standards used in behavioral consultation studies 
are much more rigorous than those used with other models . 
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Variables Affecting Consultation Outcomes 
Reviews of school-based consultation literature have shown 
numerous variables that may influence consultation outcomes. 
Gresham and Noell (1993) identified these as (a) consul tant 
variables, (b) consul tee variables, ( c) client variables, ( d) 
consultation plan variables, and (e) ecological variables. 
Consultant variables include level of training, experience, 
theoretical orientation, verbal behavior in consultation, 
demographics, and previous success rate in consultation. 
Consultee variables include level of training, experience, 
c l assroom management style, attitudes toward consultation, 
knowledge of classroom interventions, referral rates for 
consultation, and demographics. Client variables incl ude age, 
grade, gender, prior history of school problems, severity of 
prior school problems, family background variables, and 
demographics. Consultation plan variables include acceptability, 
time required, type of treatment, reported effectiveness, 
integrity of plan, goals of consultation, and strength of 
treatment . Finally, ecological variables include classroom 
variables, school variables, school system variables, setting 
events, behavioral interrelationships, and environmental context 
of consultation. 
One area that has received a great deal of recent attention 
is consultant variables, particularly the verbal interactions that 
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occur during consultation. Studies that have analyzed verbal 
interactions during consultation suggest that consul tant 
behaviors influence consultee behaviors d u ring intervi ews as well 
as consultee ratings of consul tation effectiveness . 
One a r ea that may influence behavior dur ing consul t ation 
is if consultat ion is offered to the consul tee . Many researchers 
have examined different verbal interact i on styles as a function 
of treatment acceptabi l ity . Stenger, Tollefson , and Fine (1992) 
used surveys to identi fy vari ables that distinguish teachers who 
participate in consul tat i on from those that do not . By using 
mailed questionnaires , five variabl es were found that 
distingui shed the groups of teachers that participated in 
consul tation and those who did not . These included perceptions 
of psychologist training , teacher scores on the Problem So l ving 
Inventory, years of teaching experience, school psychologist 
offering help, and perceptions that a school psychologist's 
training is different from that of a teacher . Results indicated 
that consultation is accepted to a greater degree when it is 
offered rather than requested. 
Witt , Moe, Gutkin , and Andrews (1984) have found that the 
type of jargon used will affect the acceptability of an 
intervention . Hyatt and Tingstrom (1993) evaluated the use of 
jargon by schoo l psychologists in schoo l -based consultation . 
Consultants presented interventions to teachers (through 
videotape) (a) with jargon (e . g . , "In order to contro l Michael' s 
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inappropriate sitting behavior, our plan is to operantly 
condition correct behavior by implementing a time-out punishment 
procedure . n) and (b) without jargon (e.g . , "In order to change 
Michael's habit of leaning back in his chair, our plan is to 
teach him how to sit correctly by using punishment . "). Teachers 
then rated the interventions on a Likert-type Treatment 
Evaluation Inventory (Kazdin, 1980) . Results found that, with 
reinforcement based interventions, jargon was associated with 
higher acceptabi l ity ratings . 
These previous studies suggest that what a consultant says, 
and how they say it, has important implications for school 
psychologists . Another emerging issue is whether a consultant 
should be collaborative (Gutkin & Curtis, 1990; Sheridan, 1992) 
or prescriptive (Fuchs, Fuchs, Bahr, Fernstrom, & Stecker, 1990). 
The collaborative consultant typical l y attempts to involve the 
teacher in the process of determining the child's educational 
needs and in helping to develop strategies and techniques which 
the teacher could use in the classroom to help the child (Wenger, 
1979) . The collaborative consultant also typically provides 
positive statements toward the consultee (i . e . , "It sounds like 
you have your hands full") . In contrast, the prescriptive 
consultant may act as an "expertn in that they do not allow as 
much room for the teacher to be involved in the planning and 
intervention process . The prescriptive consultant develops the 
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strategies and presents them to the consultee as they are to be 
impl emented . 
Collaboration Research 
Available research investigating the effects of 
collabora t ive consultation has included teacher surveys, ana l ogue 
studies, relational communication, and actual experimental 
designs . Teachers usually indicate a preference for a 
collaborative approach to school-based consul tation on surveys 
(Babcock & Pryzwansky, 1983 ; Pryzwansky & White, 1983) . Results 
of analogue studies are conflicting (Abidin, 1975; Hyatt & 
Tingstrom, 1993 ; Rhoades and Kratochwill, 1992). Only recently, 
however, has the behavior of participants during actual 
consultation been subjected to direct observation. 
School - based studies evaluating actua l consultant and 
teacher statements during consultation were inspired by 
developments in the field of parent management training. 
Specifica l ly, Patterson and his associates (Chamberlin, 
Patterson, Reid, Kavanagh, & Forgatch , 1984; Patterson, 1985; 
Patterson & Forgatch, 1985) developed one of the most influential 
approaches to studying verbal interactions at the Oregon Social 
Learning Center (OSLC) . These researchers conducted a number of 
studies to examine verbal interact ions bet ween therapists serving 
as consultants and fami l ies referred for treatment of antisocial 
behaviors of one or more of their children. Typically, a coding 
procedure has been used to measure resistance to family therapy 
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called the Client Noncompliance Code (CNC) (Kavanagh, Gabrielson, 
& Chamberlin, 1982). The purpose of this coding system is to 
understand the relationship between what the therapist says and 
how the client responds (Wickstrom & Witt, 1993) . Five codes 
were used to determine resistant responses and two were used to 
determine cooperative responses . The resistant codes include : 
(a) TO = Talking over (interrupting the consultant) , (b) NA = 
Negative attitude, (c) POA = Pursuing own agenda, (d) NT = Not 
tracking/responding, and (e) CH = Challenging or confronting 
(Challenging the consultants qualifications). The cooperative 
codes include : (a) Nonresistant and (b) Facilitative (see Tabl e 
1) . Beyond this, Patterson developed a Therapist Behavior Code 
(TBC) to examine therapist verbal behavior in relation to client 
resistance. These codes include: (a) Supporting, (b) Teaching, 
(c) Questioning, (d) Confronting, (e) Reframing, (f) Talking, and 
(g) Facilitating (see Table 2). 
The majority of studies Patterson has conducted using this 
coding scheme have been with parents of antisocial youth . 
Patterson and Forgatch (1985) used this coding scheme, for 
example, to exami ne the i mpact of therapist behavior on parent 
noncompl iance. Vi deotaped sessions of treatment between 
therapists and six families were coded with the CNC. Resul ts 
indicated that resistance significantly increased when the 
therapist used "teachingn and "confrontingn behaviors. In other 
words, resistan ce increased when the therapist told the parent 
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what to do or tried to teach the parent what they should be 
doing . Resistance significantly decreased when the therapist 
used "supportiveu and "facilitativeu behaviors (e.g . , the 
therapist made supportive statements toward the parent). 
The work of Patterson and colleagues stimulated some 
seminal studies of consultation in educational settings. Erchul 
(1987) used a re l ational communication codi ng system to examine 
school-based consultation interactions . By examining the 
statements of eight consultant - consultee dyads across behavioral 
consultation interviews, Erchul (1 987) was able to code the 
amount of control in the interview . Following this, consultees 
rated the effectiveness of the consultant on a 7 - point Likert-
type scale . The results were contradictory to a collaborative 
relationship in consu l tation . More specifically, the results 
indicated that consultants typically dominate interviews . 
Further, as judged by consul tees, consul tants that highl y 
dominated interviews were considered to be more effective than 
those who were viewed as less dominant . 
Erchul and Chewning (1990) examined consul tant control in 
consultation by coding audiotaped behaviora l consultation 
interviews. The coding system they used measured "bids,u or 
requests, and the responses to these bids by the consultee and 
consultant . They found that consultees were often passive and 
accepting of the consultant . I n cases where the consul tee 
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provided requests, the consultant was seen as less effective . As 
judged by the consultees, the more submissive the consultee was, 
the more effective t he consultant was viewed. 
Witt, Erchul, Mckee, Pardue, & Wickstrom, (1991) 
investigated t his same phenomenon by coding audiotaped behavioral 
consultation interviews with three outcome measures: overall 
consultation evaluation, consultee willingness to collect 
baseline data, and consultee willingness to carry out the 
treatment plan. Results suggested that consultant control was 
associated with a positive outcome . Conversely, consultee 
control had a negative relationship with a positive outcome. 
I n contrast, some relational communication studies have 
offered support for a collaborative approach. Martens, Lewanski, 
and Houk (1989) coded consultant- consultee interactions and found 
that, according to consultee responses on a questionnaire 
assess ing perceptions of the interview, the number of consultee 
statements was positively related to consultee perceptions of 
consultation . They identified three important consultant 
variables that correlated with verbal interactions during 
consultation . First, showing agreement with consultees' 
statements may result in more favorable perceptions of the 
consultation process. Second, the extent to which consultants 
validate the consultees' descriptions of behavior may encourage 
consultees to think more about the causes of the behavior . Last, 
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the extent to which the consultant is concerned with the 
consultees ' perceptions of behavior may s uggest consultants need 
to allow more time for a consultee to speculate about causes of 
behaviors and problems . 
Gutkin (1996) analyzed verbal interactions during 
consultation interviews by examining patterns of verbalizations 
by the consultant and con s u ltee . Resul ts i ndicated that the 
effectiveness of the interview was highly related to these 
patterns. Moreover, as judged by the consultees, both consultant 
and consultee leadership, in regard to interview content, was 
positively related to interview effectiveness . 
Thu s far , most studies have been conducted under contrived 
conditions (i . e . , survey and analogue problems) or have been 
limited to descriptions of verbal interactions under "naturaln 
conditions . In other words, consultant statements , whether 
collaborative or prescri ptive , were not necessarily he l d constant 
throughout the interview . Within the same interview, for 
example, the consultant may use both collaborative and 
prescriptive statements, perhaps shifting from one approach to 
another in response to teacher statements . Very few studies have 
randoml y divided consultees (i . e . , teachers) into groups, with 
the actual verbal behavior of consultants experimentally 
manipulated . 
One exception is Wenger (1979) who investigated teacher 
responses to a consultant ' s efforts to establish either a 
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collaborative or expert consultation relationship . A 
consultation evaluation form measured preference of either a 
collaborative or expert relationship . A research assistant 
measured congruence between recommendations and actions taken by 
the teacher in order to evaluate if t he recommendations 
were implemented as they were designed to be . Results of this 
study indicated that collaboration was clearly preferred by 
teachers although they were no more likely to actually implement 
t he intervention . However, the author failed to describe 
consultation very well and did not use a well - standardized 
acceptability scale. 
More recently, Wickstrom, Jones, LaFleur, and Witt (1998) 
manipulated verbal interactions in order to measure the effects 
of collaborative versus prescriptive consultation conditions . 
The relationships among process variables, treatment integrity, 
and indices of child behavior change were investigated . 
Participants included 27 elementary school teachers located in 
two school districts (one urban , one rural} in a southern state . 
Three Master's level graduate students (two female, one male} 
enrolled in a School Psychology doctoral program served as 
Behavior Intervention Team (BIT} consultants in five elementary 
schools. Because there has been no consensus on an operational 
definition of collaboration, Wickstrom et al . (1998) developed an 
objecti ve measure by defining this construct in terms of 
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frequency of consultant prompts for teacher input and the amount 
of input subsequently provided by the teacher. A collaborative 
interaction included interviews during which the consultant 
allowed frequent opportunities for the consultee to provide input 
in decision making during the interview . A prescriptive style 
was operationalized as little or no opportunity for the consultee 
to give input into decision making (Wenger, 1979) 
Each case included a problem identification interview 
(PII) , a problem analysis interview (PAI), and a treatment 
evaluation phase . During the interviews, the prescriptive 
consultant did not prompt the teacher for input. The 
collaborative consultant, however, asked for input from the 
teacher on a number of objectives (see example of PAI objectives 
in Table 3) . Beyond asking for input, collaborative consultants 
provided five or more "supportu statements during each interview, 
while prescriptive consultants provided less than five of these 
statements (Kurpius & Rozecki, 1993) . 
Results indicated that consultation was associated with 
reductions in disruptive behavior according to multiple indices 
of child outcomes. However, no significant differences between 
the collaborative and prescriptive conditions were found on 
treatment acceptability measures . A possibl e reason is that 
consultation style (collaborative vs . prescriptive) may be less 
important than actual resistance from the teacher to either 
condition . Therefore, it is unclear whether or not treatment 
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acceptability could be predicted from teacher behavior during the 
actua l interviews . 
The purpose of the p resent study was to assess the e ffects 
of collaborative versus prescriptive consultation by coding the 
audiotaped verbal interactions used in Wickstrom et al . (1998} . 
Teacher resistance to consultation was measured using a Teacher 
Resistan ce Code (TRC} based on the Client Noncompliance Code 
(Patter son, 1985} . The present study posed the following 
questions : 1. Does a collaborative style of consultation produce 
less resistance from teachers than a prescriptive style? 
2 . What is the relationship between teacher resistance during 
consultation and ratings of treatment acceptability? 
Method 
Participants in the study are from an existing database 
used by Wickstrom et al . (1998). Only a sample of cases (25 of 
27) were used in the present study . The cri teria for i nclusion 
in this study were that cases (a) must have usable audiotap ed PAI 
interviews and (b} include IRP-15 ratings from the teacher . 
The database included audiotaped PAI interviews for 25 cases 
involving actual referrals from elementary school teachers . Only 
the PAI tapes were coded because , during this interview , t he 
crucial process of developing an intervention for the child is 
taking place . Also, during the PAI, there are more "teachu and 
"confrontu statements that may allow more opportunity for 
resistance . 
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Teachers (24 female, one male) were from five publ ic 
schools located in two school districts (one urban, one rural) in 
a southern state . Nineteen teachers (76%) possessed bachelor's 
degrees, four (16%) possessed master's degrees, one (4 %) 
possessed a master's +30, and one (4 %) teacher did not report. 
Teaching experience ranged from 0 to 21 (M = 7.0) years . The 
duration of each case was between 13 and 32 (M = 29 . 92) days . 
Condition integrity was examined by obtaining a 
"collaboration score" for each case. This was done by adding the 
total number of consultant prompts, teacher input statements, and 
whether or not the criterion number of support statements was 
met . Based on possible consultant prompts (8 PII and 11 PAI), 
teacher input statements (8 PII and 11 PAI), and support 
statement criterion (1 PII and 1 PAI), the total number of 
opportunities for collaborative behavior for each case was 40 . 
The mean collaboration score for collaborative cases was 33 
(range, 22 - 38). The mean collaborative score for prescriptive 
cases was 6 (range, 2-15) (Wickstrom et. al, 1998). Therefore, 
the consultants in each condition appeared to maintain fidelity 
to the experimental condition. 
Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables included the percentage of 
resistant statements measured by a Teacher Resistance Code (TRC) 
designed exclusively for the present study and adapted from 
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Patterson (1985), Bergan (1977), and treatment acceptability as 
measured by the Intervention Rating Profile (IRP-15) (Martens, 
Will, Elliott, and Darveaux (1985) . 
Teacher Resistance Code. Using a 10-second partial -
interval recording system, the experimenter coded the occurrence 
of resistant statements emitted by the teacher during each 
interval (see Appendix) . Percentages were calculated by dividing 
the number of intervals with any resistant statements by the 
total number of intervals . From this, the examiner obtained a 
total percentage score, with higher percentages representing 
greater amounts of resistance . The TRC was used to code teacher 
resistant responses over five categories shown in Table 4 . 
Examples of responses coded on the TRC are shown in Table 5 . 
Intervention Rating Profile. Data from the IRP-15 
developed by Martens et al . (1985) and used in Wickstrom et a l . 
(1998) was examined to assess if total TRC scores were rela ted to 
treatment acceptability . The IRP-15 has been shown to be a 
reliable and valid measure of a teacher's perception of how 
appropriate an intervention is for the student's problem behavior 
(prior to it's implementation) and for use in the classroom 
(Wickstrom et al., 1998) . The IRP-15 consists of 15 items which 
are rated on a 6-point Likert- type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) . Adequate psychometric 
properties of the IRP-15 have been demonstrated in several 
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studies (Elliott, 1988 ; Witt & Elliott, 1985; Witt, Elliott, & 
Martens, 1984; Witt, Martens, & Elliott, 1984). Witt and Elliott 
(1985) established a coefficient alpha of . 98 for the total 
score. Beyond this, Elliott (1988) demonstrated that the IRP- 15 
is reliable as a measure of intervention variables such as 
treatment type, time requirements, and perceived effectiveness . 
Procedure 
For each case, the coder listened to either a collaborative 
or prescriptive audio-taped interview (PAI only) from Wickstrom 
et al . (1998) . The duration of each interview was approximately 
25 to 40 minutes. Using the TRC, the primary observer recorded 
the percentage of resistant statements emitted by the teacher . A 
portable audiocassette was used to designate the beginning of 
each interval. Percentages were calculated by dividing the 
number of intervals with resistant statements by the total number 
of intervals. 
Reliability 
Reliability was established on the TRC by having a second 
observer (an undergraduate psychology student) independently 
listen to nine (36%) of t he PAI interviews and code resistant 
statements. Tapes were selected at random and coders were blind 
to the actual experimental conditions as well as acceptability 
ratings until after the tapes were coded . 
Verbal Resistance 19 
Prior to coding the actual PAI tapes, the two observers (primary 
and secondary) underwent formal training . For this study, the 
author served as the primary observer . Observation training was 
coordinated by the author and included instruction in the PAI 
objectives and TRC codes. Following didactic instruction, the 
primary and secondary observers simultaneously but independently 
coded several practice interviews (incomplete cases which were 
not used in this study) . Reliability was determined by 
calculating the percentage of 10-second intervals during which 
both observers agreed on the occurrence or absence of each 
resistant behavior. Coding training was completed when the 
reliability for one interview exceeded 80% across all five 
resistant codes. Reliability for coded interviews actually used 
in the study was evaluated using kappa (K) • Kappa is a useful 
statistic for measuring interobserver reliability for categorical 
data (Cohen, 1960). By taking into account both the occurrence 
and non-occurrence of behavior, kappa indicates the proportion of 
agreements while correcting for chance agreements (range = +l.00 
to -1.00). A positive kappa value indicates that the proportion 
of observed agreement is more than the proportion of chance 
agreement. A value of zero indicates that the proportion of 
observed agreement equals the proportion of chance agreement. 
Finally, a kappa value that is negative indicates that the 
proportion of observed agreement is less than the proportion of 
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chance agreement. Over nine (36%) of the interviews in the 
current study, reliability ranged from .69 to .91 (K 
Design 
A two-randomized groups design (2-RGD) was used. 
. 81) . 
Participants were randomly assigned into either a "collaborative" 
or a "prescriptive" condition. Each case to be observed by the 
experiment includes either a collaborative PAI or a prescrip tive 
PAI taken from Wickstrom et al . (1998) . The independent variable 
is whether or not the PAI was collaborative or prescriptive . The 
dependent variables include the percentage of resistant 
statements measured by the TRC and treatment acceptability rating 
as measured by the IRP- 15 . 
Analyses 
In order to answer the question of whether collaborative 
consultation produced less resistance from teachers than a 
prescriptive style , a t - test was used to examine the difference 
in number of resistant statements between the collaborative 
condition and the prescriptive condition . To determine the 
relationship between teacher resistance during consultation and 
ratings of treatment acceptability, Pearson product moment 
correlation was used to determine if percentage of resistant 
statements were related to the teachers' IRP-15 scores . 
Results 
The final sample included 25 consultant-teacher audiotaped 
PAI interviews (11 collaborative ; 14 prescriptive) . Mean overall 
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resistance as measured by the TRC was .10 (SD = .08) . Mean 
resistance for both the co llaborative and prescriptive conditions 
was also .10 (SD = .08). Mean TRC scores across all cases and 
conditions are presented in Table 6 . Across all conditions, mean 
IRP-15 scores were 74 . 9 . Mean IRP-15 scores across the 
collaborative condition was 74.1 . Mean IRP-15 scores across the 
prescriptive condition was 75 . 6 . 
Intercorrelations between individual TRC variables were 
also examined . The talking over variable (TTO) of the TRC was 
excluded from data analysis because of poor correlation with IRP-
15 scores and other resistant variables within the TRC. Because 
it did not correlate well with other resistant variables, it was 
unclear whether or no t the variable truly measured resistance as 
defined by the TRC . Percentages of resistance were re-calculated 
for each case and combined to obtain a new total resistance score 
excluding the talking over variable. Beyond this, the challenging 
(confronting) variable of the TRC was eliminated from analysis 
because it was not observed. Therefore, total resistance was 
based only on negative attitude (TNA), internal variables (TIV), 
and external variables (TEV) (see table 7) . 
Independent sample t - tests were conducted in order to 
determine differences in resistance between collaborative and 
prescriptive cases. None of the differences were found to be 
greater than chance (t(23) = .276; E = .604) (see table 6) . 
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Independent sample t-tests were also conducted in order to 
determine differences in IRP-15 scores between collaborative and 
prescriptive cases . As was reported in the Wickstrom et al . 
(1998) study, no significant differences between the groups were 
found (t(19) = 1.49; p = . 238). 
One-tailed Pearson product moment correlation coefficients 
were computed to determine if resistance on the TRC was 
associated with acceptability on the IRP- 15 (see table 8) . 
Because this study hypothesized that higher resistance would be 
associated with lower intervention acceptability, and the talking 
over variable was excluded, one-tailed significance tests for 
correla t ions were used . The overall resistance as measur ed by 
the TRC significantly decreased as the IRP-15 scores increased 
(r = -. 415; p = .031) . The internal variable resistance code 
(IV) also significantly decreased as the acceptability on the 
IRP- 15 i ncreased (r = - . 393; p = . 039) . The negative attitude 
resistance code approached significance (r - . 357; p = . 056) . 
The external variable code (r = -.178; p = . 221) was not 
significant . 
Discussion 
The highly valued role that many school psychologists and 
teachers place on behavioral consultation makes it important to 
determine how a consultant's behavior may affect a teacher ' s 
behavior. However, this is a complex task that involves many 
variables . Such things as experience , c l ass size , and training 
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affect both teachers and consultants . Consultation verbal 
interaction style has been a popular topic in the difficult task 
of finding what way of conducting oneself may work best . The 
focus of the present study falls within this realm and conjures 
some important questions . More specifically, the present study 
investigated the immediate effects of verbal interaction style on 
teacher behavior during consultation and whether actual teacher 
statements can predict their acceptability of an intervention 
developed during such an interview . 
Is resistance to consultation related to whether or not it 
is delivered in a collaborative or prescriptive style? Data from 
the present study suggest that the answer to this question is, at 
least partially, no. The mean percentage of resistance in both 
the collaborative and prescriptive cases was 10% . Therefore, it 
is somewhat unclear whether or not a collaborative or 
prescriptive style of consultation should be implemented . 
However , there were two important findings within the study . The 
first is that verbal resistance by the consultee predicted scores 
on the IRP- 15 . In the present study, teacher resistance to 
consultation is negatively correlated with their acceptability of 
an intervention . More specifically, resistance is associated 
with lower acceptability . A second important finding is that 
consultation verbal style did not predict verbal resistance. 
Whether or not a collaborative or prescriptive style of 
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consultation was used did not appear to have an effect on verbal 
resistance. 
The first finding that as verbal resistance increased, IRP-
15 scores decreased is consistent with findings in previous 
studies. Gutkin (1996) found that the effectiveness of the 
interview was related to patterns of consultant and consultee 
verbalizations . 
The fact that consultant verbal style did not predict 
resistance was consistent with the conflicting results of 
previous studies. On surveys, teachers typically indicate a 
preference for collaboration (Babcock & Przwansky, 1983; 
Przwansky & White, 1983). However, analogue studies have yielded 
preferences for a collaborative style in some situations and 
preferences for a prescriptive style in other situations (Abidin, 
1975; Hyatt and Tingstrom, 1993; Rhoades and Kratochwill, 1992) . 
Limitations 
One limitation to the present study is that it did not take 
treatment integrity into account when looking at resistance and 
acceptability. Even if resistance is low and acceptability is 
high, is the intervention more likely to actually be used by the 
teacher? This question could not be answered by the study 
because, as found in Wickstrom et al. (1998), teachers rarely 
implemented interventions as they were designed to be implemented 
regardless of the acceptability of the intervention. It is 
possible that at least some resistance will be present in any 
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type of behavioral consul tation. This may be a function, for 
example, of consultee perceptions of the appropriate service 
delivery for these referred students. Perhaps they feel that the 
student should not get help in the current classroom situation 
but should go to another c l assroom (e . g., special education, 
behavior disorder) . 
Further , resistance was somewhat low in all cases . I t may 
be that the TRC needs to be examined so that it would be more 
sensitive in its measure of resistance . It is also possible that 
some resistance is occurring outside of consultation sessions . 
This is the first time it has been used in a study of this nature 
and further investigation and use may provide beneficial 
information regarding the usefulness of the TRC . 
Also, teachers ' ratings of acceptability were subjective 
and may not even be re l ated to actual implementation on 
interventions . Even when interventions were found to be 
acceptable , teachers may be no more likely to implement them 
correctly (Wickstrom et al . , 1998) . In this case, random 
treatment integrity checks may be appropriate . 
Another issue is that the definition of collaboration used 
in the present study may not be shared by other researchers . A 
consensus has not yet been reached on a definition of 
collaboration . Some believe that there needs to be equal input 
from both sides while others believe that as long as there is 
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agreement from both sides, a collaborative relationship is taking 
place (Gutkin, 1996) 
Future Directions 
For this study, 25 cases in only five elementary schools 
represented a relatively small number and, therefore, these 
results may not generalize to other situations. Expanding the 
number of cases may provide important information missing in this 
study . Compounding this issue is that the present study only had 
graduate students working as consultants . Using real school 
psychologists may be more beneficial for future studies . 
However, it is important to note that single-case designs 
may also be beneficial in the future search for pertinent 
information regarding consultation . In this case, researchers 
woul d be able to obtain much more information about consultees 
i ncluding long-term follow up and direct measurement of treatment 
i mplementation. Data collection would be more direct and 
treatment integrity would be less complicated to measure. In the 
future, single-case des i gns may prove to be very useful when 
there is an adequate amount of replications . 
Because resistance is negatively correlated with 
acceptabi l ity, another area of fut ure research may need to be in 
the direction of discovering what interventions teachers find 
acceptable and in what s i tuations they find them acceptable . In 
lieu of the fact that this area of research is important, 
questions of interactions between the consultant and the teacher 
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still remain. It may be that our focus should shift from 
determining if a collaborative or prescriptive style of 
consultation is more effective to situational research . In what 
situation and with what person may collaboration be a better 
choice and vice-versa? It may be that variables such as time and 
number of students have an effect on consultees perceptions of 
consultation . Possibl y , teachers with a large number of students 
and little time may prefer a prescriptive style of consultation. 
On the other hand, teachers with few students and more time may 
prefer the problem solving approach of collaborative 
consultation. Beyond this, number of years teaching may have an 
effect on consultees perceptions of consultation . It is possible 
that some teachers may enjoy being involved in the problem 
solving process while others may simply want to be told what to 
do . These variables as well as others (e . g ., personality styles) 
need to be investigated through situational research to a dvance 
our understanding of the consultation process . 
In conclusion , this study confirms that we still have a 
tremendous amount to learn about consultation . A number of 
researchers have provided conflicting results when examining 
consultation styles (Babcock & Pryzwansky, 1983; Pryzwansky & 
White, 1983; Gutkin & Curtis, 1990; Sheridan, 1992 Abidin, 1975; 
Hyatt & Tingstrom, 1993; & Rhoades and Kratochwill, 1992) . The 
present study attempted to both expand and resolve some of the 
questions posed by past research . However , it appears as if onl y 
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more questions were added . Despite this, these questions 
hopeful ly will l ead us to more practical and useful areas of 
investigation. Findings of this study indi cate and contribute to 
the fact that verbal interactions and treatment acceptability are 
important aspects of consultation. We may need to move away from 
the collaborative versus prescriptive debate into an area that 
examines "reducing resistance" . As a practitioner, it may be 
important to consider and evaluate the amount of resistance 
within a consul tation session. If resistance is high, there may 
be a greater chance that the consultee also does not accept the 
intervention . However, other variables (e . g . , teacher variables 
in conjunct i on with consultant variables) need to be examined in 
order to ta ke the next step in behavioral consultation . 
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Table 1 Verbal Resistance 35 
Patterson's Client Resistance Code Categories 
Responses 
Resistant responses 
1. Interrupting or 
talking over 
2. Displaying 
negative attitude 
3. Challenging or 
confronting 
4. Pursuing own agenda 
5. Not tracking 
Cooperative responses 
6 . Nonresistant 
7 . Facilitative 
Definitions of responses 
Coded only when the client is 
obviously cutting the therapist off or 
talking over the therapist 
Responses indicating unwillingness to 
cooperate with the therapist's 
suggestions 
Responses challenging the therapist's 
qualifications and/or experience 
Bringing up new topics or concerns to 
avoid discussing the issue the 
therapist was on 
Inattention, not responding 
Responses that are neutral 
or cooperative 
Short utterances indicating 
attention or agreement 
Note. Adapted from "Beyond Technology: The Next Stage in 
Developing an Empirical Base for Parent Training," by G. R. 
Patterson, In L. L'Abate (Ed.), Handbook of Family Psychology and 
Therapy Vol . 2, (pp. 1344-1379) . Homewood, IL : Dorsey Press . 
Table 2 Verbal Resistance 36 
Patterson ' s Therapist Behavior Code Categories 
Behavior 
1 . Supporting 
2 . Teaching 
3 . Questioning 
4 . Confronting 
5. Reframing 
6 . Talking 
7 . Facilitating 
Definitions of behavior 
Positive responses toward the client 
Providing information about parenting or 
family life; structuring the session 
Seeking information 
Challenging the client , including 
disagreement, disapproval, etc ... 
Reconstructing what the person has said 
such that the resul t is something different 
from the initial statement 
Responses not codable within another 
category 
Responses indicating that the therapist is 
listening to the c lient, such as " um-hum,n 
"yea h," "right," and so on . 
Note . Adapted from "Beyond Technology : The Next Stage in 
Developing an Empirical Base for Parent Training," by G. R. 
Patterson (1985) , In L . L'Abate (Ed . ), Handbook of Family 
Psychology and Therapy Vol . 2 , (pp . 1344 - 1379). Homewood , IL : 
Dorsey Press . 
Table 3 Verbal Resistance 37 
Problem Analysis Interview Objectives 
Objective 
( 1) 
( 2) 
( 3) 
( 4) 
( 5) 
(6) 
( 7) 
( 8) 
( 9) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
Description 
define purpose of interview 
determine adequacy of baseline data* 
discuss student baseline data* 
determine desired student performance leve l * 
discuss potential maintaining variables* 
propose rationale for developing an intervention plan 
select group versus individual consequences* 
choose from an menu of specific interventions* 
determine a behavioral goal for intervention success* 
select a long-term reward* 
discuss use of praise to increase appropriate behavior 
determine response cost versus reinforcement procedure* 
schedule date to begin implementation* 
arrange classroom observation times* 
Note . From "An Analysis of Treatment Integrity in School - based 
Behavioral Consultation," by K. F. Wickstrom, K. M. Jones, L. H. 
LaFleur, & J . C . Witt, (1998), School Psychology Quarterly . 
Asterisks (*) denote items which the consultant asked for input from 
the consultee and were experimentally manipulated . 
Table 4 Verbal Resistance 38 
Teacher Resistance Code Categories 
Responses 
Resistant responses 
1 . Talking over 
2. Displaying 
negative attitude 
3. Challenging or 
confronting 
4 . Internalizing 
variables 
5 . Externalizing 
variables 
Cooperative interactions 
6 . Consultant talking 
7. Consultee engaged 
Definitions of responses 
Coded when the teacher is talking over 
or cutting off the consultant 
Responses indicating unwillingness to 
cooperate with the therapists 
suggestions 
Responses challenging the therapist's 
qualifications and/or experience 
Attributing problems to internal 
variables 
Attributing problems to external 
variables 
Consultant is speaking 
Consultee is responding cooperatively 
(including utterances) 
Table 5 Verbal Resistance 39 
Examples of responses coded on the Teacher Resistance Code 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6. 
7 . 
8 . 
Responses 
Interrupting or 
talking over 
Displaying negative 
attitude 
Challenging or 
confronting 
Pursuing own 
agenda 
Internalizing 
variables 
Externalizing 
Variables 
Consultant talking 
Consultee engaged 
Examples of responses 
Blatantly interrupting the consultant 
"I just don't have time for this," "I 
don ' t need to be told where his 
problems are . " Etc .. . 
"How do you know how t his kid should 
be treated? You' re not in the class." Etc ... 
"This child needs punishment," "I shouldn't 
have to give rewards every five minutes." 
"When the Ritalin wears off ... ," "He just has 
a bad attitude ." Etc ... 
" His home life is so bad we can't help him, " 
" He 's probably been abused," "Everything is 
Just negative in this child's life . " Etc ... 
The consultant is engaged in the 
conversation 
Consultee is either cooperatively talking or 
using short utterances indicating agreement 
such as: "um-hum, 11 "yeah, 11 "I see, 11 etc ... 
Table 6 Verbal Resistance 40 
Differences in Resistance Between Collaborative and Prescriptive 
Conditions 
Verbal Int eraction Condition 
Resistance Code Collaborative Prescriptive 
Mean Mean P-Value 
1 . TOT . 10 .1 0 .604 
2 . TNA . 08 . 09 . 747 
3 . TCH . 00 . 00 N/A 
4 . TIV . 01 . 01 . 960 
5 . TEV . 02 . 02 . 866 
Note . TOT = Total Resistance ; TNA = Negative Attitude ; TCH 
Challenging or Confronting ; TIV = Internal Variables ; TEV = 
External Variables . 
Table 7 Verbal Resistance 41 
Intercorrelations of Indi vidual Resistant Variables on the TRC 
Resistance Code (1) TTO (2)TNA (3)TCH (4)TIV (5)TEV 
1. TTO 1. 00 -. 01 N/A -. 10 . 16 
P= N/A . 953 N/A . 645 . 450 
2 . TNA -.01 1. 00 N/A . 40 .13 
P= . 953 N/A N/A . 046 . 547 
3 . TCH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
P= N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
4. TIV -. 10 . 40 N/A 1. 00 . 22 
P= . 645 . 05 N/A N/A . 282 
5 . TEV . 16 . 13 N/A . 22 1. 00 
P= . 450 . 547 N/A . 282 N/A 
Note . TTO = Talking Over ; TNA = Negative Attitude ; TCH 
Challenging or Confronting; TIV = Internal Variables ; TEV 
External Variables . 
Tabl e 8 Verbal Resistance 42 
Comparison of IRP-15 Total Score to Teacher Resistance (Pearson 
Product- moment Corre l ation Coefficients) 
Resistance Code r p 
1. TOT2 -. 42 .031 
2 . TNA -. 36 .056 
3. TCH N/A N/A 
4. TIV - . 40 . 039 
5. TEV - . 18 . 221 
Note . TOT = Total Resistance ; TNA = Negative Attitude ; TCH 
Cha l lenging or Confronting; TI V = Internal Variables ; TEV = 
External Variables . 
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Appendix 
Teacher Res i stance Code 
Verbal Resistance 44 
Name of student: Date: Observer: Rei: Y 
-------------
---- -----N Session Code: __ _ 
1 TO NA 2 TONA 3 TO NA 4 TONA 5 TONA 6 TONA 7 TONA 8 TONA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
9TO NA 10 TO NA 11 TO NA 12 TO NA 13 TO NA 14 TO NA 15 TO NA 16 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
17 TO NA 18 TO NA 19 TO NA 20 TO NA 21 TO NA 22 TO NA 23 TO NA 24 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
25 TO NA 26 TO NA 27 TO NA 28 TO NA 29 TO NA 30 TO NA 31 TO NA 32 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
33 TO NA 34 TO NA 35 TO NA 36 TO NA 37 TO NA 38 TO NA 39 TO NA 40 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
41 TO NA 42 TO NA 43 TO NA 44 TO NA 45 TO NA 46 TO NA 47 TO NA 48 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
49 TO NA 50 TO NA 51 TO NA 52 TO NA 53 TO NA 54 TO NA 55 TO NA 56 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
57 TO NA 58 TO NA 59 TO NA 60 TO NA 61 TO NA 62 TO NA 63 TO NA 64 TO NA 
CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV CH IV 
EV EV EV EV EV EV EV EV 
CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE CT CE 
-
-
- - - - - -
Total Intervals Observed = 
---
TO = % NA= % CH = % 
---- --- ----
IV = % 
---
EV = % 
---
CT = Consultant Talking 
Total Resistance = % 
-----
CE = Consultee Engaged 
